BENEFITS OF ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITMENT
Many desirable outcomes for individuals and organizations have been associated with commitment. 1 Employees with stronger commitment have been found to miss work less often for reasons under their control (Hackett, Bycio, & Hausdorf, 1994; Meyer, Allen, & Smith, 1993; Somers, 1995) , to work harder and perform better (e.g., Bashaw & Grant, 1994) , and to exhibit increased extrarole or "citizenship" behaviors (e.g., Munene, 1995; Pearce, 1993) . In general, outcomes that are more under an individual worker's control are more likely to be positively affected by a worker's commitment to his or her organization (Meyer & Allen, 1997) . As workplaces give more responsibility to employees to make decisions and manage day-to-day activities, commitment may become even more important for sustaining positive states in organizations (Walton, 1985) . Practicing managers, like organizational researchers, see fostering organizational commitment as highly desirable and beneficial for organizations (Shore, Barksdale, & Shore, 1995) .
Organizational commitment is also associated with desirable outcomes for the workers themselves. There is compelling evidence that individuals seek to be committed. A drive to commit to one's organization may even be a natural impulse. Research finds that attachment is one of the defining experiences of being human, from the cradle to the grave (Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters & Wall, 1978; Bowlby, 1982) . The opposite of commitment is alienation, and alienation is an unhealthy condition (Kobasa, Maddi, & Kahn, 1982) .
There has been, however, a great deal of discussion-in the popular press and the management literature-about a decline in organizational commitment. This discussion has been fueled by perceptions that there has been an increase in worker mobility (e.g., Neumark, 2000) .
PERCEPTIONS OF INCREASED WORKER MOBILITY AND DECREASED ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITMENT
The popular media has fueled a perception that there is a decline in the length of time that workers stay with organizations.
2 Tumulty (2002) claims that, in the United States, job turnover rates have spiked as high as 39%. Rice (2002) , writing about Great Britain, claims that 75% of workers report that they will not stay at a job for more than 2 years. The popular press contrasts current workers with those of past generations who, according to popular accounts, did not change jobs to such a degree (e.g., "CEO tenure getting shorter," 2002).
Furthermore, the popular business press often equates increased mobility with decreased worker commitment (Shea, 1987) . One prominent newspaper writes, "If you're constantly changing jobs . . . you need to probe your lack of commitment" (Kleiman, 1998) . This illustrates a common practice of measuring the commitment and loyalty of employees by the amount of time they stay in a company (Shea, 1987) .
The perception of increased worker mobility, combined with the belief that mobility indicates decreased organizational commitment, can have harmful consequences for organizations and their workers, even though these perceptions are often misperceptions. Researchers in psychology and sociology have powerfully documented that expectations can trigger self-fulfilling processes (Merton, 1948; Rosenthal & Jacobson, 1992) . Organizations that perceive mobile workers to be less committed may reduce their commitment to those workers, causing them to indeed become less committed. The desirable outcomes of commitment are lost.
The perception that high mobility indicates low commitment can also lead to negative consequences for individual workers. Highly mobile workers are often stigmatized. They are commonly cast as less committed to their organizations, less ethical, less loyal, more opportunistic, more mercenary, and more likely to abandon the organization in tough times than workers who are less mobile (e.g., Godinez, 2002) . These negative characterizations can lead to very negative consequences. For example, mobile workers are more likely to be the first victims of job cuts (Godinez, 2002) .
A NEW PERSPECTIVE
The fact that our major theoretical and applied approaches to commitment would predict that increased mobility of workers, or simply perceived increased mobility, would lead to perceptions of decreased organizational commitment is disturbing to those concerned with positive outcomes. If practitioners and scholars did not automatically inversely link organizational commitment and worker mobility, then perceiving an increasing trend in worker mobility (whether that trend is real or not) would not lead them to conclude that worker commitment to organization is declining. The decoupling of commitment and worker mobility might prevent managers from withdrawing support to workers during times of increased mobility. But can worker mobility be decoupled from commitment to organization? In this study, we chose not to regard this connection as a fact, but rather as a relationship that at times may hold, but that may also not hold, raising the possibility of highly mobile workers who are also highly committed to organizations-a most positive state indeed.
We raise and examine the prospect of the Knowledge Nomad. Knowledge Nomads are highly mobile workers. Like nomadic people, they move frequently from place to place. No one organization is their home for life. But also, like nomadic people, they build homes, attachments, and commitment to places when they stop. They are motivated to work hard and commit themselves strongly to the organizations in which they sojourn. These commitments do not, however, prevent these workers from moving again. Such nomadic workers are often engaged in knowledge work (Drucker, 1959) . The value of these workers to organizations lies principally in what and how they think, rather than in what they make with their hands. This greatly enables their mobility among organizations.
A Knowledge Nomad can be contrasted with the common vision of the mobile worker as an itinerant wanderer, moving from organization to organization with little attachment to any. Research on job embeddedness theory already finds that a great a number of factors besides organizational commitment may compel employees to stay with an organization (Mitchell, Holtom, Lee, Sablynski, & Erez, 2001) . Researchers must also acknowledge that many factors besides organizational commitment may compel employees to leave an organization.
POSITIVE EFFECTS OF A NEW PERSPECTIVE
Organizational scholars often focus on decay and erosion, rather than on the conditions under which desirable states can be nurtured and flourish (Cameron et al., 2003) . Seligman has pointed out that psychological inquiry more generally has focused too heavily on what is lacking, and too little on what can be nurtured (Seligman, 1998 . POS (Cameron et al., 2003) brings the latter emphasis to organizational studies, and prompts the consideration and exploration of desirable states in organizations. When confronted with a trend such as increased worker mobility, POS prompts researchers to examine how commitment to organization might be sustained rather than to assume it will wither. That is, we examine the possibility of organizational commitment amid worker mobility, instead of organizational commitment at the expense of worker mobility.
The reasons for adopting a positive organizational perspective, and exploring commitment amid mobility, are compelling. First, as discussed earlier, organizational commitment is associated with many desirable outcomes for individuals and organizations, ranging from increased citizenship behavior to reduced alienation. Finding ways to maintain organizational commitment, even if mobility of workers has increased, holds the promise of fostering such outcomes. Second, organizational commitment amid mobility, instead of mobility at the expense of commitment, is deeply compelling for individual outcomes, too. As discussed, commitment to foci is a natural and desirable part of the human condition. The fact that our major theories of commitment would predict that increasingly mobile workers will retreat into themselves, to create "Me, Incorporated" and forgo commitments, is disturbing to those concerned with positive outcomes. Third, the consideration of commitment amid mobility breaks a potentially self-reinforcing cycle in which a presumption of low organizational commitment amid worker mobility can lead to low organizational commitment. Finally, the possibility of commitment amid mobility has exciting implications for workforce development. As will be discussed, commitment initiatives in organizations are often retention initiatives. If commitment is viewed independently from mobility, a host of new management approaches, designed to elicit commitment and not simply to reduce mobility or "retain" workers, present themselves.
For all these reasons, considering and exploring organizational commitment amid worker mobility is an exciting integration of an emerging perspective in organizational studies, POS, with a longstanding, indeed perennial, interest of organizational studies, organizational commitment.
THE PRESENT STUDY
In this article, we report the first steps in the development of our perspective of the Knowledge Nomad: disentangling organizational commitment from worker mobility.
In the first section, we review the research on commitment to try to understand how and why commitment and mobility have been so strongly linked in the literature. Our findings suggest that commitment and mobility are not necessarily inextricably linked, thus raising the theoretical possibility that commitment can flourish amid transience.
In the second section, we present empirical evidence of strong commitment among highly mobile workers. In other words, organizational commitment is not only a theoretical possibility among highly mobile workers, but at times is an observable fact.
In the conclusion, we examine the implications of the findings for possible improvements in the management of mobile workers, and lines of further development for a POS approach to commitment and mobility.
FINDINGS FROM THE LITERATURE
The possibility of commitment amid mobility challenges organizational scholars to de-bundle two concepts that have previously been intimately intertwined, and to reconceptualize them as independent. The inverse association between organizational commitment and worker mobility runs deep in the organizational literature. In fact, it is often simply treated as a truism. Capelli, for example, remarks that "attitudes such as commitment are important because they relate to behaviors such as turnover and absenteeism" (Capelli, 1997) . Practitioners, as well as academics, reinforce the association. Mathieu and Zajac (1990) point out that organizational practitioners value commitment largely because they believe it reduces worker withdrawal behaviors, such as turnover. In fact, researchers have had to explicitly argue that mobility variables, such as retention and turnover, are not the only interesting consequences of commitment (e.g., Meyer, Paunonen, Gellatly, Goffin, & Jackson, 1989) .
Having conducted a critical review of the commitment literature to examine the theoretical foundations for the inverse association of commitment and mobility, we identify three systemic causes of overstatement in the literature of Pittinsky, Shih / ORGANIZATIONAL POSITIVE PERSPECTIVE 795 the degree to which organizational commitment and mobility are inversely related. One cause was identified at each of three stages of the research process: conceptual definition of the organizational commitment construct, operationalization of the organizational commitment construct, and empirical research on the organizational commitment construct.
CONCEPTUAL DEFINITIONS OF THE ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITMENT CONSTRUCT
At times, researchers explicitly inversely associate commitment and mobility within a definition of organizational commitment. Researchers do this, for example, when a commitment researcher writes intent-to-stay into his or her definition of commitment (e.g., Ben-Bakr, Al-Shammari, Jefri, & Prasad, 1994; Hunt, Chonko, & Wood, 1985) . One definition of commitment characterizes a committed worker as one who "stays with the organization through thick and thin" (Meyer & Allen, 1997, p. 3).
Is it not possible for a worker to be committed to an organization without pledging to remain part of it into perpetuity?
Conceptually defining commitment by how long a worker remains in an organization raises the question of defining time horizons-how lengthy a tenure can be said to reflect commitment. Two years? Five years? Ten years? Should the time horizon change as attitudes change over generations? Should it depend on the norms of the industry being studied, given that different industries have very different tenure norms? Does it depend on where the respondent is in his or her career? One would not expect an 18-year-old worker to intend to be in an organization for the same number of years as a 35-year-old or 75-year-old worker. These problems reveal not only the practical but also the theoretical limitations inherent in trying to include reduced mobility in the conceptual definition of commitment.
OPERATIONALIZATIONS OF THE ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITMENT CONSTRUCT
The deeply embedded inverse relationship between commitment and mobility is reinforced, not only by how commitment is often defined, but also by how it is operationalized. Some researchers simply include intent-to-remain questions in their commitment scale (e.g., Mowday, Steers, & Porter, 1979) . Scales such as Porter, Crampon, and Smith's (1976) commitment scale measure withdrawal intentions without explicitly referencing this in their summary definition. When an inverse association between commitment and mobility is not explicitly made in the commitment definition, but intent-to-remain questions are included in the operationalization of the commitment construct, the operationalization of commitment strays from the conceptual definition and tempts us both to overstate the degree to which commitment and mobility are inversely 796 AMERICAN BEHAVIORAL SCIENTIST related, and to overlook instances in which commitment may thrive amid mobility.
One of the most important advances in organizational commitment research has been the articulation and investigation of different forms of commitment. This began in the early commitment research, such as that of Kanter, and continues in more recent approaches, such as the influential typology of forms of commitment of Meyer et al. (1993) . It is critical to note, however, that even when a worker's staying in an organization is treated as one of several forms of commitment, assumptions about commitment and mobility often leak into the other forms of commitment, too. For example, in Allen's (1991, 1997; Meyer et al., 1993) typology, continuance commitment is often discussed as the form of commitment most concerned with whether a worker stays in an organization. Yet the operationalizations of their other two forms of commitment, affective and normative organizational commitment, similarly presume a direct relationship between organizational commitment and intent to remain in the organization. Affective commitment, for example, is measured by such items as "I would be very happy to spend the rest of my career in this organization," and "I think I could easily become as attached to another organization as I am to this one" (reverse scored). Normative commitment is measured with "I do not feel any obligation to remain with my current employer."
Our concern is not that commitment should not have a continuance component, but rather that the continuance component of commitment is often the major and defining component, and one that appears in the operationalizations of the different forms of commitment. When operationalized this way, different forms of commitment simply become different reasons why a worker stays in or leaves an organization.
Thus, we see that commitment constructs, even when not explicitly defined by whether a worker stays in an organization, are often operationalized by questions that define commitment in that way. As a result, the view that mobility must come at the expense of organizational commitment is overstated, and cases of organizational commitment amid mobility are overlooked.
RESEARCH ON THE ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITMENT CONSTRUCT
The bulk of research on outcomes of organizational commitment has been devoted to predicting worker turnover. According to Hulin (1991, p. 490) , "empirical support for the usefulness of the organizational commitment construct comes from empirical studies testing models of organizational turnover." Mowday, Porter, and Steers (1982) argued that the strongest and most predictable behavioral consequence of worker commitment will be lower turnover rates. Although research has found some support for this (e.g., Koch & Steers, 1978; Mathieu & Zajac, 1990; Mowday et al., 1979) , we observe a curious and Pittinsky, Shih / ORGANIZATIONAL POSITIVE PERSPECTIVE 797 problematic overlapping of independent and dependent variables. Researchers write reduced mobility into their definitions of commitment, then try to predict reduced mobility from commitment. The surprise is that the evidence for an inverses relationship is not stronger.
In sum, our theoretical review of the organizational commitment literature revealed that, at times, the organizational commitment construct is conceptually defined, operationalized, and researched in ways that exaggerate the degree to which one would expect that organizational commitment and worker mobility are inversely related. Such findings open up the theoretical possibility that workers may be strongly committed to organizations but, at the same time, willing and likely to move frequently among them. Thus, the Knowledge Nomad, a highly mobile worker who builds a psychological home in the organization while he or she is there, remains a viable possibility.
FINDINGS FROM THE FIELD
We collected a set of empirical data to examine further whether workers who move frequently can still be committed to their organizations. The most likely outcome was that no relationship would exist. In other words, the null hypothesis-that commitment to organization is unrelated to worker mobilityis being investigated. If true, then, contrary to common expectation, commitment to organization can be fostered among mobile workers and mobile knowledge workers can be Knowledge Nomads.
METHOD Sample
A sample of 115 knowledge workers was recruited from two field site organizations matched for industrial niche: commercial Internet software and complex Internet-enabled services. The workers in the two organizations had similar skill sets and had similar career prospects. 3 Knowledge workers in general, and hightechnology workers in particular, were chosen for study because they met two important criteria. First, the workers were mobile, moving among organizations for both volitional and nonvolitional reasons (Pittinsky, 2001) . Second, these knowledge workers are critical to the success of their organizations.
A survey was administered in a four-step process. First, a target sample of employees was randomly selected from the organizations' telephone directories. Second, a general e-mail announcement was sent requesting survey participation. Third, midway through the survey period, target sample employees who had not yet completed the survey received a follow-up request to participate. Finally, on the last day of the three days of research, a flyer requesting participa-798 AMERICAN BEHAVIORAL SCIENTIST tion was left for target sample employees. Survey data was collected anonymously. The response rate for the survey was 54.67%. The mean age of respondents was 33 (SD = 9). The sample was 53% male and 47% female. The distribution of the survey sample resembled the distribution of the target population along key dimensions of gender, age, geography, and job function.
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SURVEY
Organizational commitment was measured using Meyer, Allen, and Smith's (1993) Organizational Commitment Scale, one of the leading instruments for empirical research on organizational commitment. Use of this scale constitutes a conservative approach; as discussed earlier, scales such as this are weighted toward finding a negative relationship between commitment and mobility. In this light, the lack of relationship predicted and observed in our research is even more compelling. We also measured organizational commitment with a oneitem (reverse scored) measure used in many national survey research programs: "I feel very little loyalty to this organization." The reliability estimates, factor structure, and tests of the nomological net for this instrument are reviewed in Meyer and Allen (1997) .
Worker mobility was measured in several ways, including measures of both past mobility and anticipated future mobility. First, we administered Shore and Martin's (1989) four-item Intent to Stay Scale. Second, we asked participants for the number of organization moves they had experienced over the course of their career.
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Finally, we asked participants for the length of their two most recent organizational tenures.
RESULTS
The quantitative data support the possibility that commitment to organization can thrive even amid worker mobility. Because the hypothesis is one of no relationship between commitment and mobility, four methodological precautions were taken in the collection and analysis of quantitative data.
First, we conducted a power analysis, which revealed that, based on the range of effect sizes reported in the commitment literature (e.g., Mathieu & Zajac, 1990) , our study sample size was large enough to detect an effect at a power of 90%.
Second, we examined the relationship of commitment and mobility from four different perspectives, which are described below.
Third, we used multiple measures, to avoid drawing premature conclusions from a single set of analyses.
Fourth, we had the data examined by a second researcher who ran similar analyses with the goal of finding statistically significant inverse relationships between commitment and mobility measures. Pittinsky, Shih / ORGANIZATIONAL POSITIVE PERSPECTIVE 799 For each of the analyses reported, there was no main effect for organization; similar results were obtained for both organizations sampled. For this reason, we report the results for the sample overall. A full correlation matrix is reported in Table 1 and descriptive statistics are reported in Table 2 .
Examining the possible relationship between organization commitment and mobility in four different ways, we found a conspicuous lack of relationship between commitment to organization and past mobility or anticipated future mobility.
We examined the question: Do workers who frequently move between organizations tend to be less committed to the organization where they are currently working? There was no correlation between a worker's average length of tenure in previous organizations and the magnitude of his or her commitment to the current organization, as measured by Meyer and Allen's (1997) Organizational Commitment Scale, α = .84: r = .007, p = .94.
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The same analysis was run using a different measure of commitment, a oneitem measure used in many national research programs: "I feel very little loyalty to this organization." Again, there was no correlation between a worker's average length of tenure in the previous organizations in which he or she had worked and his or her commitment to current organization, r = -.07, p = .42. Workers who move frequently among organizations do not report less loyalty to their current organization than do those who do not move as frequently.
We also examined the question: "Is a worker strongly committed to his or her organization less likely to leave the organization in the future?" This question examines the relationship, or lack of relationship, between current organizational commitment and workers' plans to stay in their organization in the future. This complements the previous analyses, which investigated whether past mobility predicts present commitment, with a second perspective: whether present commitment predicts future mobility. To answer this question, workers' scores on Meyer and Allen's (1997) Organizational Commitment Scale were correlated with their scores on Shore and Martin's (1989) Intent to Stay Scale, α = .78. Again, as hypothesized, no effect was found, r = .05, p = .54.
We also examined the following question: Are those workers who are the most transient the same workers as, or different workers than, those who are least committed to their organization? In the previous analyses, age was partialed out to determine the influence of commitment on mobility independent of age. When age is examined, we learn that younger workers, the workers who were the most mobile in the sample, are also the most committed to their organization. The correlation between age and organizational commitment was highly significant, r = -.29, p = .001. Younger workers report more commitment to their current organizations and, interestingly, also report a higher likelihood of leaving it.
Thus, the overarching research proposition-that of the empirical possibility of commitment amid mobility-is supported. The fact that empirical research does not evidence an inverse relationship, and that a theoretical review uncovers 800 AMERICAN BEHAVIORAL SCIENTIST three systemic ways the relationship is overstated in commitment theory, suggests that the possibility for fostering commitment amid mobility is a very real one.
The quantitative analyses, like the qualitative analyses, suggest that an emerging perspective in organizational studies, POS, and a seminal topic in organizational studies, worker commitment to organization, intersect at an exciting place for new theory and research.
CONCLUSIONS
In this study, a new positive perspective on organizational commitment and worker mobility was introduced. Specifically, we introduce the prospect of the Knowledge Nomad. Instead of presuming that mobile workers are itinerant wanderers with low organizational commitment, we propose that mobile workers can be Knowledge Nomads: mobile but highly committed to their organizations. Like nomadic people, Knowledge Nomads move frequently from place to place. But also, like nomadic people, they build homes and attachments to places when they stop. Knowledge Nomads are attached and committed to the organization while they are there, participating actively in the organizational community and working toward the organization's goals. In this article, we reported the results of the first two steps in developing this perspective, based on our findings from the literature and the field. 1. Number of moves -r = .007, p = .95 r = -.07, p = .42 r = -.04, p = .69 2. Meyer and Allen (1997) , organizational commitment -r = -.47, p = .001 r = .05, p = .60 3. Loyalty measure -r = -.113, p = .23 4. Shore and Martin (1989) , intent to stay - 
IMPLICATIONS FOR PRACTICE
Our identification of the theoretical and empirical possibility of organizational commitment amid mobility is not offered to argue that organizational commitment is never inversely associated with mobility. Rather, it suggests that it does not have to be. This possibility contributes a critical insight for understanding and managing a transient workforce. A common assertion about transient knowledge workers is that commitment to a project, and commitment to one's own career, replaces commitment to the organization. Saxenian (1994) , for example, asserts that mobile high-tech professionals identify more strongly with a project, or with their industry, than they do with the organization for which they work. Saxenian builds on the work of Kanter (1989) , who predicted a growth in professional and entrepreneurial careers. These models, such as the "Hollywood model" of careers that Kanter (1995) and others discuss (e.g., Jones, 1996) , implicitly and explicitly suggest a demise in organizationally bounded commitment, replaced by commitment to career or to specific projects.
Our study, however, finds compelling theoretical and empirical evidence that commitment to organization can continue to exist, even for highly mobile workers. The organization can remain an important focus of commitment, if for a shorter time. The perspective we develop and test in this study keeps the desirable outcomes of organizational commitment in focus and within reach, even during times of high mobility.
The findings offer practitioners the opportunity to increase the well-being of organizations and of workers in their organizations. Commitment initiatives in organizations are often retention initiatives. But focusing solely on retention can lead to some adverse effects, such as expending a great deal of resources on workers who are not motivated to work hard. The present research prompts a very different approach to workforce development. What if organizational commitment was fostered independent of retention? This might yield interesting and productive approaches. For example, in one project, a cohort of managers was recruited (Pittinsky, 2001) . Half of the managers were asked to identify the steps they would take to retain a worker. The other half were asked to identify the steps they would take to elicit commitment from a worker. Interestingly, the steps the two groups reported were different. The steps one group of managers reported they would take to elicit commitment were deeper, more individualized, and more likely to have a beneficial impact on the welfare of individual employees and the organization than those another group reported they would take to reduce turnover.
DIRECTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH
Now that the necessary theoretical and empirical work has been done to decouple commitment and mobility, an exciting opportunity presents itself to take the next step in developing a POS perspective on organizational commit-802 AMERICAN BEHAVIORAL SCIENTIST ment: further examination of how commitment is best conceptualized. If commitment is not mobility, how are we to productively define it? What does commitment look like among mobile workers? We propose that an appropriate approach is to consider commitment as "the psychological attachment and the amount and quality of physical and mental effort a worker willingly expends on behalf of an organization or other foci" (Pittinsky, 2001, p. 211) . This definition of commitment has the benefit of being general enough to be compatible with the many different bases or forms of commitment, which can and must be explored. It also can be applied to different foci, facilitating research across multiple commitments. Most important, this general conceptual definition of commitment is compatible with Knowledge Nomads, workers who are committed to organizations but still mobile.
Because of the long history of confounding commitment and mobility, the present study has necessarily focused on marshaling evidence to address if commitment can flourish among mobile workers. An exciting next step will be to explore in ever greater detail how and when commitment flourishes among mobile workers. Different organizational arrangements and management practices will prove more and less effective at eliciting commitment from mobile workers. In our preliminary work in this next stage of research on Knowledge Nomads, we have found evidence that workplaces that elicit high commitment from mobile workers tend to focus less on traditional rewards and compensation and more on aligning workers'different commitments. They seem to create jobs in which workers' commitment to their careers are very aligned to their commitment to the organization. Although their attachment may not prevent them from leaving the organization, it is palpable and productive while they are there (Pittinsky, 2001) .
Workers move for many reasons. A worker may move simply because she or he wants an adventure or a change. These are volitional moves. In other cases, a worker may move because she or he has been laid off or to follow a partner. In the current study, both volitional and nonvolitional mobility were considered. Future research might explore these two types of mobility independently, to get an even richer picture of commitment amid mobility, and how and when it can occur and be fostered.
In the current study, knowledge workers were studied because of the rise of knowledge work in developed economies. Yet, mobility is common in other types of work, and it would be interesting and valuable to investigate whether the same possibility for fostering organizational commitment amid mobility exists in work that is not knowledge work.
POS prompts researchers to consider possibilities for positive organizational outcomes, including possibilities that may be rare but can be nurtured (Cameron et al., 2003) . Imagine a world of work in which workers are mobile, but when in an organization, they form attachments in the form of organizational commitment. A world in which managers focus more on eliciting commitment than on retaining bodies. Although commitment to organization can have many desirPittinsky, Shih / ORGANIZATIONAL POSITIVE PERSPECTIVE 803 able consequences for organizations, and for individual workers, traditional approaches to commitment have rendered scholars too quick to overlook the possibility of commitment amid mobility. We hope our research on Knowledge Nomads will spur research in these different directions, now that the possibility of fostering commitment amid mobility is seen to be theoretically and empirically viable.
NOTES
1. It is important to note that the relationship between organizational commitment and positive outcomes for individuals and for organizations, although highly desirable for many reasons, is not unequivocally desirable. As with many positive states, there can also be "too much of a good thing." Commitment may involve a loss of personal freedom and choice. Furthermore, researchers have argued that excesses of commitment can be maladaptive to both individuals and to organizations. Whyte (1956) suggested the possibility of a "shadow side" to excessive commitment, a possibility further explored by Randall (1987) and others. Although interesting and important to examine, the "shadow side" of organizational commitment seems to be the exception rather than the rule. Maladaptive outcomes of commitment identified in the literature seem to occur when commitment is excessive. The more typical scenario is for individuals to choose to be committed to the organizations they join, and for commitment to have positive effects both for the organization and, in some instances, for its members (Pfeffer, 1998) .
2. Interestingly, although there is a perception that worker mobility is on the rise, empirical evidence examining trends in worker mobility, specifically the perceived decline in job tenure, is mixed (Auer & Cazes, 2000; Marcotte, 1999) . For example, there has not been an observable increase in the number of employees with tenure of less than one year (Jaeger & Stevens, 1998) . Still, there is some evidence that there was a slight decline, in the aggregate, in job stability in the early 1990s (Neumark, Polsky, & Hansen, 1997) . Regardless of whether worker mobility is actually on the rise, the perception that it has risen fuels assumptions about the direction of organizational commitment. What is critical for those interested in fostering positive states in organizations is that the perceptions of an inverse relationship between mobility and organizational commitment may be just that: perceptions.
3. Two corporate recruiters reviewed the field site organizations and evaluated the degree to which these organizations would be recruiting from the same pool of workers. Both respondents reported that the skills, background, and employment prospects of the employees in each of the two field site organizations were very similar.
4. The research contacts at each of the field sites were provided with the distribution of the survey sample on gender, age, geography (whether onsite or working in the field) and job function. No systematic differences between the sample and the target population, above and beyond what would be expected given the confines of random sampling, were uncovered.
5. Participants generated a career history, including their previous employing organizations, dates of employment, geographic location of employment, and organizational role, to help ensure the accuracy of responses for this self-reported measure of past mobility. The alternative methodology, a developmental study following a cohort of workers over their careers, was not possible for practical reasons.
6. Age was partialed out in these analyses. Age was found to be related to both commitment and mobility, and as a result would drive a correlation between the two variables independent of a distinct relationship between them. Interestingly, although age was related to commitment, it was not in the direction commonly assumed. Younger workers were found to have higher commitment to organization than older workers.
